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Abstract
Some researchers find that learning intervention can stimulate learning motivation and performance through
classroom characteristic. Ironically, research assessing classroom characteristic that can be used as potential
learning intervention have received little attention especially among Malaysian undergraduates. Hence, the aim
of this study is to determine the mediation effect of motivation to learn on the relationship between classroom
characteristic and students’ grade performance. A number of 173 undergraduate students in a large Malaysian’s
public university were taken as sample; data were analysed using SPSS and AMOS. Findings indicated that
teaching method, followed by lecturer quality, and classroom management were significantly correlated with
students’ motivation to learn and performance; wherein, motivation to learn fully mediated the relationship
between the classroom characteristics and students’ grade. This has verified that classroom characteristic truly
stimulate learning motivation and performance; therefore, it can be used as potential learning intervention.
Keywords: Malaysian undergraduates, motivation to learn, academic performance, classroom characteristics,
potential intervention
1. Introduction
Learning process for undergraduate students has been replaced by andragogy from pedagogy approach; in which,
andragogy approach of learning relies on the person’s self-concept, experience, readiness to learn, orientation to
learn, and motivation to learn (Knowles, 1980). Hence, students choose what they want to learn, learn using their
experience, learn when they are ready, learn something that can be used for life, and learn only if they are
motivated to learn. Clearly, undergraduate students are not forced to learn, but will learn if they are motivated to
learn (Coleman, 2006).
According to Taylor-Sims (2011), several factors can affect students’ motivation including parents’
characteristic, student’s ability and characteristics, and classroom characteristic. Since parents and student’s
characteristics cannot be controlled; it can be seen that classroom characteristic is the most important factor to
stimulate students’ motivation. Meanwhile, Griffin et al. (2013) find that students’ motivation had a large effect
on academic performance, in which it explains 50% variants in academic achievement (GPA). Hence, lecturer
should use appropriate classroom characteristic as an intervention to stimulate motivation to learn and
subsequently increase the students’ performance.
Nonetheless, studies about classroom characteristics that can be used as learning intervention to stimulate
motivation to learn and student performance have received little attention especially in Malaysia (Normaliza,
2005; Noordin et al., 2010). Therefore, the purpose of this study is to assess the mediation effect of motivation to
learn on the relationships between classroom characteristic and students’ grade in order to suggest potential
intervention for teaching and learning (T&L).
2. Literature Review
Various efforts was taken by teachers/lecturers to improve students’ performance in classroom setting either in
lower or higher educational institutions. The system of T&L in higher educational institutions is different from
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those practices in lower educational institutions because it considers the differentiation of pedagogy and
andragogy approach (Taylor-Sims, 2011). Ironically, prior researchers find that the same factors were indicated
to influence students’ performance either in lower or higher educational institutions. These include the individual,
parent, and classroom characteristics (Montgomery, 1998; Taylor-Sims, 2011). However, the classroom
characteristic should be the most easier to be manipulated because other characteristics cannot be controlled by
the teachers/lecturers (Siti Fardaniah & Shamsuddin, 2011). Interestingly, recent studies have shown that
learning intervention can be maximized if students are motivated to learn because it can affect students’
performance to a large effect size (Griffin et al., 2013). Hence, it is important to determine the effect of
motivation to learn as a mediator on the relationship between classroom characteristic and students’
performance.
2.1 Evaluation of Academic Performance for Undergraduate Students
The evaluation of students’ performance for undergraduate students is different from those used in schools
because it considers the transition of students from pedagogy to andragogy of learning (KPM, 2014). In
Malaysia, the evaluation of school students is more on a paper and pencil test. For example, the UPSR test
(Primary School Assessment Examination) for primary school students, the PMR test (Lower Secondary School
Assessment Examination) for the lower secondary school students, and SPM test (Malaysian Educational
Certificate) for the higher secondary school students. These examinations are used to determine the students’
performance in school. However, in higher educational institutions, the evaluation for undergraduate students is
based on CGPA (Cumulative Grade Point Average).
Cumulative Grade Point Average is calculated based on the total number of subjects taken by students in higher
educational institutions (JPT, 2014). Interestingly the evaluation of students is not based on paper and pencil test
solely, but it depends on the subject that taken by students. Some subjects evaluate the students’ performance by
dividing it into certain percentage of paper and pencil test, quiz, academic writing assignment, activity
assignment, individual assignment, discussion, lab practice, group assignment, etc. Depends on the lecturer,
some time students are not evaluated using a paper and pencil test at all. The evaluation for students are
informed in the first class based on the course framework/planning that usually referred to as “pro-forma”. These
evaluations contribute percentage to determine the students’ grade that finally translated into CGPA. For
example, 80% achieved marks is an A grade or 4 point average. If a student took only 3 subjects in a semester
with grade A for each subject, the CGPA is 4.0. Therefore, this is how the undergraduate students are evaluated
in higher educational institutions.
There are many techniques to evaluate the undergraduate students’ performance; however, at the end, it will
depend on the students’ grade for each subject. Therefore, the grade that student achieves in a subject should be
used to determine student’s performance for the undergraduates.
2.2 Factors Related to Undergraduate Students’ Academic Performance
Montgomery (1998) and Taylor-Sims (2011) argue that there are three major factors that can affect students’
academic performance; these include the individual, parents, and classroom characteristics. Meanwhile, Debnath
(2005) develops a model of college students’ motivation to explain on how variety factors including the macro
environment (school environment and system, family, state, nation), micro environment (classroom
environment), students’ factors (individual factor), and students’ motivation to learn are related to students’
academic performance (see Figure 1). The model is consistent with Fazal, Nabi and Abdul (2010) findings
among school students in English subject that also demonstrate three major factor for students’ academic
motivation and achievement including individual (e.g., low self-esteem, fear of laughter by students), parents
(e.g., no encouragement from parents), and classroom characteristic (e.g., rapid pace of the lesson, fear that
teacher would correct mistakes immediately in front of the whole class, no use of modern technological aids in
teaching English, and teachers anger over a wrong answer).
Interestingly, most of researchers find that individual factor, or specifically students’ motivation was the most
influential factor for academic performance. For example, Shea (2006) tested whether individual and family
factors are related to achievement among school students and finds that the combination of both factors will
determine the academic achievement. However, Shea (2006) finds that the individual factor is more influential
than the family factor; this is consistent with Montgomery’s (1998) findings. Meanwhile, students’ motivation to
learn as individual factor was found to be the most influential factor for academic performance
(Masahiro-Yoshida et al., 2008; Crumpton & Gregory, 2011; Griffin et al., 2013). Hence, learning intervention
should be able to stimulate students’ learning motivation. This is because Siti Fardaniah and Shamsuddin (2011)
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demonstraated that althouugh motivationn to learn can be the most innfluential factoor, the classrooom characterisstic is
the easier ffactor that cann be manipulateed to encouragge academic peerformance.

Figure 1. Ann integrated m
model of collegge student motiivation
Source: Debbnath (2005, pp. 170)
ential
This highllights that claassroom characcteristics that can affect stuudent’s perforrmance can bee used as pote
interventioon to stimulatte learning mootivation. This is consistennt with findinggs by Todres et al. (2012) that
indicate classroom charracteristic including engageement with leearning, reflecctions on learrning methodss and
experiencees, and the appplication of learning to futuure practice as the most important factor rrelated to acad
demic
achievemeent of the meddical students iin higher education using a qqualitative research. In fact, Meyers and Nulty
N
(2009) arggue that classsroom environnment should be aligned together with students’ asseessment espec
cially
through thhe curriculum design.
d
2.3 Classrroom Characteeristics as Poteential Intervention in T&L
Some reseearchers have indicated thee importance oof classroom characteristic to improve sstudents’ acad
demic
achievemeent. For exampple, Patnam (22013) indicatedd that ‘School Resources’ orr the classroom
m environmentt was
the most siignificant factoor related to sttudent perform
mance in math ssubject amongg school studennts using secon
ndary
data of T
TIMSS 2007, which covereed 59 countriies around thhe world, involving about 425,000 stud
dents.
Additionallly, Debnath (22005) argues tthat the classrooom environm
ment for collegge students shoould consist off five
major struuctural elementts including thhe instructional practices (e.gg., task varietyy, task identityy, task significance,
autonomy,, and evaluatioon and feedbacck) and dependding on the teaacher behaviouur.
Further, ussing an intenssive literature rreview and quuantitative studdy, Halawah ((2011) argues that the classrroom
characterisstics for underrgraduate studeents should innvolve lecturerr quality, classroom managem
ment, and teac
ching
method too improve their academic aachievement. H
Hence, lectureer quality is ddefined as thee positive attittudes
towards sttudents (Breweer & Burgess, 2005; Halawaah, 2011). Lam
mmers and Sm
mith (2008) findd that it is the most
important learning factor in the univerrsity classroom
m as ranked byy students; this includes the llecturer/instruc
ctor’s
enthusiasm
m, followed by
b knowledgee of subject m
matter, respecctfulness, leveel of interest in subject matter,
approachaability, ability to notice/resppond to questiions, level of patience, speaaking style, aability to antic
cipate
student’s ddifficulty in unnderstanding nnew concepts,, and the abilitty to have conntrol over the classroom. Th
his is
consistent by Halawah’’s (2011) finddings that indiicated lecturerr quality as thhe most impoortant indicator for
classroom characteristicss especially to improve studeents’ motivatioon and perform
mance.
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Nevertheless, classroom management is referred to an organized classroom environment and culture (Brewer,
DeJonge, & Stout, 2001; Halawah, 2011). For example, classroom management should be open and positive
atmosphere, allow lecture to be presented appropriately, and determine the course objective at the beginning of
class (Halawah, 2011). Nonetheless, teaching method is referred to as a structured and variety of learning
process (Brewer, DeJonge, & Stout, 2001; Halawah, 2011). For example, the teaching method should help
students to understand the lecture contents, give sufficient time for students to do their presentation, create
cooperation among students, and use variety of teaching methods (Halawah, 2011). In fact, there are many
efforts that can be made to diversify the teaching method. For example, Rassuli (2012) finds that reward, such as
bonus mark can motivate students in classroom setting for the college students. Meanwhile, Worm and Buch
(2014) find that competition among students can be an influential teaching method that can increase students’
performance.
Taken together, classroom characteristic is seemed to be the easier factor to be manipulated in order to improve
academic performance among university students as well as to plan an intervention to improve T&L. In fact,
Elander et al. (2010) find that intervention was very important because it can improve students’ learning. Hence,
it is hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 1:
Classroom characteristics comprising lecturer quality, classroom management, and teaching method have a
significant effect on students’ grade performance.
2.4 The Importance of Motivation to Learn
Motivation to learn is very important for academic performance among students either in school or university.
Interestingly, students’ motivation can be referred to many motivational theories, in which, the cognitive theories
of motivation seem to be the most practical in measuring the motivation to learn. In addition, prior researchers
find that factors affecting university students’ academic performance can be grouped into individual, family, and
classroom characteristic; in which, these factors can be potential for learning intervention.
Motivation to learn among undergraduates is very important, in which, Griffin et al. (2013) find that intrinsic
motivation was the most influential factor for academic achievement among university students in USA. They
find that the learning motivation explains 50% variance in academic achievement. In addition,
Masahiro-Yoshida et al. (2008) find that university students with high learning motivation will complete difficult
task to get better academic achievement although they were those in lower academic achiever at the beginning of
class. This implies the effect of motivation to learn as mediator, as demonstrated by Crumpton and Gregory’s
(2011) study. Consistently, Mann (2003) investigates the use of type based learning style education to increase
the development of academic skills and motivation in college students with academic difficulties among 80
students that were tested using instrument of Accelerating Towards Learning And Success (ATLAS). Findings
indicate that the use of type based learning style education had no significant effect to increase the development
of academic skills among college students with academic difficulties. However, motivation to learn had
significant effect in improving the academic skills; this has demonstrated the effect of learning motivation as a
mediator.
Nevertheless, Hudy (2006) finds that although students’ motivation had a significant effect on CGPA among
university students; however, the effect size is small. Hudy (2006) argues that there is a significant different
between gender that probably affects this relationship; in which, girls were more motivated to learn. This implies
that differences in group of students, such as different courses, years of study, races, gender, and programs can
affect this relationship in resulting low relationship. This is consistent with Taylor-Sims’s (2011) study that
indicated university students’ motivation only explains 20% variance in first-semester college grade point
average. Additionally, Prager (2010) finds that the relationship between individual factors and students’
performance was weak; in which, motivation can only explains 10% variance in the students’ performance but
other individual factors were lesser than the effect of motivation. Hence, variations in sample can affect the
effect of motivation to learn as mediator.
On the other hand, there are many motivation theories that can be useful to explain students’ motivation. Öztürk
(2012) explains many contemporary motivation theories in educational psychology that can explain students’
motivation; in which, Tollefson (2000) suggests that cognitive theories of motivation is the best theory of
motivation to explain students’ learning motivation. Meanwhile, using a quantitative study, Coleman (2006)
finds that only the Goal-orientation Theory and Self-efficacy Theory were suitable to measure motivation to
learn among university students. This is consistent with findings by Taylor-Sims (2011) that indicates only task
value and self-efficacy were related to learning performance when these indicators were measured for students’
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motivation using Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MLSQ). This implies that the
Goal-orientation Theory and Self-Efficacy Theory of cognitive motivation are applied for students’ motivation
for the undergraduates.
On the other hand, prior researchers find that the same factors influencing students’ academic achievement also
affecting the learning motivation. For example, Teoh, Koob and Singh (2010) investigate factors that statistically
explain the variation of motivation using a sample of mathematics students in a university; findings indicate that
some influential factors were the relevant of learning, confidence, interest, and efforts. This has shown the
significant effect of individual characteristic on learning motivation and performance. Meanwhile, other factors
including family support only explain small percentage of variance in the motivation to learn and performance.
In addition, Rugutt and Chemosit (2009) find that critical thinking skills, student-to-student relations, and
student-faculty interaction were significant factors for student performance using a sample of 2,190
undergraduate students; in which, these factors explain 40.7% of variance in motivation. Additionally, Gopalan,
Khojasteh and Cherikh (2012) find that the role of the teacher (lecturer) among university student can affect the
motivation and learning styles of their students including encourage active participation, seek their opinions and
provide ample opportunities for expressing their thoughts. These have shown the significant effect of classroom
characteristic on learning motivation and performance.
Taken together, motivation to learn among university students is very important as mediating variable on the
relationship between independent factors and students’ academic performance. Hence, it is hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 2:
Motivation to learn mediates the relationship between classroom characteristics and students’ grade
performance.
2.5 Research Framework
Based on the literature review, a research framework is developed to achieve the research objective (see Figure
2). The research framework explains that motivation to learn mediates the relationship between classroom
characteristic and the students’ academic performance (students’ grade). Students’ grade is the dependent
variable, motivation to learn is the mediator, and classroom characteristic is the independent variable. The
classroom characteristic includes lecturer quality, teaching method, and classroom management. All variables
have a positive relationship with each other.

Classroom Characteristic
• Lecturer Quality
• Teaching Method

Academic Performance
Motivation to Learn

(students’ grade)

• Classroom Management

Figure 2. Research Framework
3. Methodology
This study used quantitative approach and survey study. In addition, census technique was applied to determine
the sample in the study involving 173 samples from 233 undergraduate students of PPPPM (School of
Psychology and Human Development), FSSK (Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities), UKM (The National
University of Malaysia) in 2013. From 233 students, only 196 were willing to get involved in this study; this
demonstrates 84.12% of return rate. However, due to incomplete data and outliers only 173 samples were chosen.
According to Kothari (2004, p. 14), census is a technique used to determine sample size by collecting “…a
complete enumeration of all items in the population”. Meanwhile, Ranjit (2011, p. 164) stresses that
“...information obtained from a census is likely to be more valid and reliable”. Meanwhile, using G-Power
analysis, the power (1-β err prob) is 0.98 with 173 sample size demonstrating sufficient sample size for
SEM-AMOS analysis.
Instrument used to collect data for motivation to learn was adapted from the Student Motivation Scale developed
by Coleman (2006). In addition, instrument used to collect data for classroom characteristic was adapted from
the questionnaire developed by Halawah (2011). These questionnaires were translated from English to Malay
language using back-to-back translation technique as suggested by Andriesen (2008). Meanwhile, the student
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performance was collected using the grade that they achieved in any subject that they have taken previously. In
the questionnaire, students were asked to remember only one subject that they have taken previously to answer
the questionnaire. Additional information about the respondents including their race, religion, year of study,
gender, age, program, and the name of course that they use to answer the questionnaire were also asked in the
questionnaire.
Using quantitative approach, the relationship between classroom characteristic, motivation to learn, and student’s
grade were analysed with correlation, prediction, and mediation analysis. Therefore, SEM-AMOS and SPSS
analysis were used to analyse the data. Using SPSS, reliability analysis, exploratory data analysis (EDA) and
comparison between variations of respondents were analysed. Meanwhile, the SEM-AMOS analysis was used to
analyse the correlation, prediction and mediation effect.
Using SPSS, the EDA was analysed using MLR. Findings have shown that there is no violation of multivariate
analysis, such as linearity test, heteroscedasticity of errors, independent or errors, and with minimal cases of
outliers. In addition, using SEM-AMOS analysis, the skew and kurtosis value have shown that data was
normally distributed. In addition, the reliability analysis to measure each variable in this study was larger than
0.7; this demonstrate that the instrument was reliable (see Table 1).
Table 1. Reliability
Item Number
B1-B20
C1-C12
C13-C24
C25-C30

Variable Measured
Motivation to learn
Lecturer quality
Teaching method
Classroom management

Total Item
18
12
12
6

Croanbach’s Alpha
.862
.882
.910
.907

4. Findings and Discussion
Findings indicate that motivation to learn had a significant full mediation effect on the relationship between
classroom characteristic and student’s grade. This has demonstrated the importance of motivation; in which,
classroom characteristic would not have any effect on student’s grade without the motivation to learn. In addition,
findings have also revealed some characteristics of lecturer quality, teaching method, and classroom
management that are potential for future learning intervention.
4.1 Characteristics of Lecturer Quality, Teaching Method, and Classroom Management Potential for T&L
Intervention
Classroom characteristic including lecturer quality, teaching method and classroom management was adapted
from the instrument developed by Halawah (2011). Halawah (2011) developed the instrument for classroom
characteristic using 30 items and have tested for the content validity and construct validity using EFA among
232 students in Al-Ain University at United Arab Emirates. He developed the instrument based on extensive
literature review on factors of classroom climate that can motivate students’ motivation to learn using three
indicators including lecturer quality, teaching method and classroom climate.

Figure 3. Structural model for classroom characteristic
Notes: All variances and regression weight are significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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Based on SEM-AMOS (see Figure 3), there were three important criteria for lecturer quality (Item C10-C12),
four important criteria for teaching method (Item C13, C18, C20-C21), and three important criteria for classroom
management (Item C26, C28-C29). The structural model fit the data with; x2(2) = 57.312 with p = 0.004, x2/df =
1.95764, GFI = 0.942, CFI = 0.971, TLI = 0.959, and RMSEA = 0.068 with PCLOSE = 0.145. The structural
model also shows that teaching method was the most important classroom characteristic (β = .99, p = .001)
followed by lecturer quality (β = .89, p = .001) and classroom management (β = .88, p = .001).
In conclusion, findings indicated that the teaching method should help students to understand the lecture contents,
give sufficient time for students to do their presentation, create cooperation among students, and use variety of
teaching methods. Meanwhile, a quality lecturer should remember their students (name/background), has a good
relationship with students, and always be patient to them. Further, the classroom management should be open
and positive atmosphere, allow lecture to be presented appropriately, and determine the course objective at the
beginning of class.
4.2 Mediation Effect of Motivation to Learn
Motivation to learn was found to have a significant full mediation effect on the relationship between classroom
characteristic and student’s grade. In addition, classroom characteristic that comprise of lecturer quality, teaching
method, and classroom management had a large effect on motivation to learn; meanwhile, motivation to learn
had only a medium effect on student’s grade. The unexpected result might be explained by the variation of
respondents as shown by the one-way ANOVA analysis.
Table 2 shows the correlation, squared correlation, average variance extracted (AVE), and constructs reliability
(CR) between variables in measurement model for variables involved in this research. The measurement model
has met a model fit with; x2(2) = 48.941 with p = 0.003, x2/df = 1.95764, GFI = 0.940, CFI = 0.969, TLI = 0.955,
and RMSEA = 0.075 with PCLOSE = 0.094. In addition, all variables involved had sufficient construct validity
as suggested by Hair et al. (2010). In addition the CR for each variable was greater than 0.7 indicating sufficient
reliability; these formula was taken from Hair et al. (2010).
Table 2. Correlation, squared correlation, average variance extracted (AVE), and constructs reliability (CR)
between variables
AVE CR
Student’s Grade Motivation to Learn Classroom Characteristic
Student’s Grade
.41
.24
.576 .870
Motivation to Learn
.1681
.53
.707 .879 Classroom Characteristic
.0576
.2809
Notes: Values above the diagonal are correlations as produced by SEM. Values below the diagonal are squared
correlation. All correlations are significant at .01 level (2-tailed)
Further, Figure 4 shows the structural model and Table 3 shows regression weight in the structural model. The
structural model also fit the data as similar as the measurement model. However, only the effect of classroom
characteristic on motivation to learn (β = .53, p = .001) and the effect of motivation to learn on students grade (β
= .40, p = .001) were significant at 0.05 level of significant. This demonstrates that classroom characteristic had
a large effect on motivation to learn and can explain about 28% variance in motivation to learn. However,
motivation to learn had a medium effect on student’s grade (β = .40) and can only explain 17% variance in the
student’s grade. The unexpected result might be explained by the variation of respondents; wherein, the one-way
ANOVA analysis has shown that there were a significant difference between respondent in different year of
study and different programs (see Table 4). These differences might have affected the strength effect of
motivation to learn as mediator.
Furthermore, Figure 5 shows a direct model to determine the mediation effect of motivation to learn. The direct
model shows that classroom characteristic had a significant effect on students’ grade (β = .24, p = .003) when the
effect of motivation to learn was constrained; this indicates that the independent variable had a significant effect
on dependent variable without the present of mediator. Hence, hypothesis 1 was fully supported indicating that
classroom characteristics comprising lecturer quality, classroom management, and teaching method have a
significant effect on students’ grade performance.
Additionally, the structural model (Figure 4) shows that classroom characteristic had a significant effect on
motivation to learn (β = .53, p = .001) indicating that the independent variable had a significant effect on
mediator. In addition, motivation to learn had a significant effect on students’ grade (β = .40, p = .001) indicating
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that the mediator had a significant effect on dependent variable. Nonetheless, classroom characteristic had no
significant effect on students’ grade (β = 0.03, p = .760) with the present of mediator. This has shown that there
was a full mediation effect of motivation to learn on the relationship between classroom characteristic and
students’ grade at 0.05 level of significant. This is consistent with result by the percentile bias-corrected
bootstrapping that shows a significant indirect effect of classroom characteristic on students’ grade (p = .01).
Hence, without motivation to learn, classroom characteristic would not have any effect on the students’ grade.
Therefore, hypothesis 2 was fully supported indicating that motivation to learn mediated the relationship
between classroom characteristics and students’ grade performance.
Table 3. Regression weight in the structural model
Hypothesized Path
GRADE
<--- Classroom Characteristic
GRADE
<--Motivation to learn
Motivation to learn <--- Classroom Characteristic
Notes:
*** significant at .001 (2-tailed)

Standardized Regression Weights Estimates (β)
.028
.397
.531

p
.760
***
***

Figure 4. Structural model for SEM-AMOS analysis
Notes: All variances are significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed)
LQ = lecturer quality, TM = teaching method, CM = classroom management

Figure 5. The direct model
Notes: Classroom characteristic has a significant effect on students’ grade (β = .24, p = .003) when the effect of
classroom characteristic on motivation to learn and the effect of motivation to learn on students’ grade were
constrained.
LQ = lecturer quality, TM = teaching method, CM = classroom management
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Table 4. One-way ANOVA test to determine the differences of respondents’ group

Notes:

Group Differences
N
F
Races
172
1.462
Religion
171
1.343
Year of study
170
2.238
Gender
170
1.000
Programs
172
2.147
Dependent variable = students’ grade; * significant at .05 (2-tailed)

Sig
.184
.233
.034*
.427
.042*

Findings indicated that motivation to learn had a significant full mediation effect on the relationship between
classroom characteristic and student’s grade. This is consistent with findings by Crumpton and Gregory (2011)
although their study was done among school students. This implies the importance of motivation to learn among
students either in school or university. In addition, findings indicated that motivation to learn only had a medium
effect on student’s grade (β = .40, p = .001) and can explain 17% variance in students’ grade. This is consistent
with findings by Taylor-Sims (2011) that finds the students’ motivation only explain 20% variance in CGPA
among university students. However, the effect of motivation to learn on students’ grade can be much higher as
demonstrated by Griffin et al.’s (2013) study if there is no significant difference between the respondents in term
of years of study and programs taken. This is also demonstrated through a study by Hudy (2006) that indicates a
small effect size between motivation and CGPA among university students because there was a significant
different between genders.
In addition, classroom characteristic that comprise of lecturer quality, teaching method, and classroom
management had a large effect on motivation to learn among the undergraduate students. This is consistent with
studies by Halawah (2011) and Patnam (2013). Inconsistently, findings of the research indicated that the most
important classroom characteristic was teaching method (β = .90, p = .001), followed by lecturer quality (β = .82,
p = .001), and classroom management (β = .80, p = .001). However, Halawah (2011) finds that the most
important intervention was lecturer quality followed by teaching method, and classroom management; Lammers
and Smith (2008) also find that lecturer quality as the most influential factor. The inconsistent findings might be
explained by the different culture among respondents; in which, Jin (2013), and Chen (2007) and Cortazzi argue
that the different culture among students can determine the different learning motivation for academic
performance. Hence, for Malaysian culture, it is demonstrated that teaching method is the most important
classroom characteristic that can be potential for learning intervention, followed by lecturer quality and
classroom management among the undergraduates.
5. Limitation and Recommendation
There are some limitations and recommendations for the study. The study was done only in a department in a
large public university in Malaysia; hence, there are limitations of sample selection and method of study.
Additionally, it is recommended for educational practitioner to focus on some classroom characteristic as
learning intervention to stimulate motivation to learn and students’ performance for higher educational
institution.
There is some limitation of the research. First, sample was taken only in a department in one public university
(PPPPM, FSSK, UKM) although the organization was large; hence intensive comparison of variations in
students cannot be analysed. Since findings indicated that variations of student can affect the strength effect
between variables investigated, the comparison of these variations should be investigated in future research.
Future researcher should replicate the research by using variety of students in terms of field of
study/specialization, different faculties and universities, and sub-region location. Second, this research was done
using quantitative and survey design. Hence, future researchers can consider using multiple methods of research,
such as action research, experiment, longitudinal study, qualitative research, etc. For example, some researchers
including Moghaddam (2007) and Norton et al. (2011) argue that action research is a suitable method in
verifying intervention studies.
On the other hand, it is recommended for educational practitioner to focus on teaching method, followed by
lecturer quality, and classroom management as learning intervention especially in Malaysia. Wang et al. (2013)
argue that university students would change their learning style according to the classroom environment; hence,
classroom intervention should be done to stimulate learning motivation and students’ performance for higher
educational institution. Therefore, the teaching method should help students to understand the lecture contents,
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give sufficient time for students to do their presentation, create cooperation among students, and use variety of
teaching methods. Debnath (2005) explains that a good teaching method should also involve task variety, task
identity, task significance, autonomy, and evaluation and feedback. In fact, other intervention can be organized
to stimulate motivation to learn and student’s performance, such as giving rewards for high achiever (Rassuli,
2012), and organizing competition among students (Worm & Buch, 2014).
Furthermore, the classroom management should be open and positive atmosphere, allow lecture to be presented
appropriately, and determine the course objective at the beginning of class. Meanwhile, Todres et al. (2012)
suggest that classroom management should engage students, involve reflections on learning methods and
experiences, and apply learning to future practice. In addition, a good quality of lecturer should remember their
students (name/background), has a good relationship with students, and always be patient to them. This is
consistent with Lammers and Smith (2008) findings that explains students prefer a lecturer/instructor with high
enthusiasm, followed by knowledge of subject matter, respectfulness, level of interest in subject matter,
approachability, ability to notice/respond to questions, level of patience, speaking style, ability to anticipate
student’s difficulty in understanding new concepts, and the ability to have control over the classroom.
6. Conclusion
In conclusion, the purpose of this research was to determine the mediation effect of motivation to learn on the
relationship between classroom characteristic and students’ grade performance among university students; these
classroom characteristic can be used as learning intervention. Findings indicated that motivation to learn had a
significant full mediation effect on the relationship between classroom characteristic and students’ grade
performance. Motivation to learn was found to have medium effect on students’ grade and can explain 17%
variance in students’ grade. Meanwhile, classroom characteristic was found to affect motivation to learn with
large effect size and can explain 40% variance in motivation to learn. In addition, variations in students
(including variations in the year of study and programs taken) can affect the relationship between motivation to
learn and students’ performance; hence it should be investigated in future studies. Additionally, the characteristic
of classroom that can be potential for learning intervention are appropriate teaching method, followed by lecturer
quality and classroom management.
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